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SATURDAY HOLIDAYS 


FRIDAY, APRIL 24, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
Post Orrice AND Civit Service CoMMITTEE, 
Crviz Service SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room 
6202 of the New Senate Office Building, the Honorable Ralph W. 
Yarborough presiding. 

Present : Senatnt Yarborough. 

Also present: H. W. Brawley, executive director; J. Don Kerlin, 
assistant staff director; and Frank A. Paschal, minority professional 
staff member. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. The hearing will come to order. 

The Civil Service Subcommittee will now hear the evidence on S. 
909, a bill relating to the observance of holidays occurring on 
Saturday. 

We have a long list of witnesses this morning and the Senate will 
convene at 10 o’clock. In consideration of those difficulties, I am 
going to ask the witnesses to summarize their statements briefly, put 
their full statement in the record, where they will be printed and be 
available for the full committee and for the Senate. 

I will insert in the record at this point, S. 909, and the letter from 
the Civil Service Commission and a letter from the Bureau of the 
Budget, giving their views on this bill. 

(The bill and the reports follow :) 


[S. 909, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 
A BILL Relating to the observance of holidays occurring on Saturday 


Be it enacted by the Senaie and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That whenever a holiday falls on a Saturday, 
Federal offices and establishments shall be closed to public business on the pre- 
ceding Friday, and such preceding Friday shall be considered for the purposes 
of provisions of law relating to pay and leave of absence of officers and em- 
= of the Government to be a holiday in lieu of the corresponding calendar 

oliday. 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act the term “holiday” means the Ist day of January, 
the 22d day of February, the 30th day of May, the 4th day of July, the 11th day 
of November, the 25th day of December, and any other calendtr day designated 
as a holiday by Federal statute or Executive order. 


1 
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U.S. Crvit Service CoMMIssIon, 
Washington, D.C., April 23, 1959, 
Hon. OLIn D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR JOHNSTON: This is in further response to your letter of Febry- 
ary 9, 1959, requesting the Commission’s views and comments on S. 909, a pill 
relating to the observance of holidays occurring on Saturday. 

S. 909 provides that whenever a holiday falls on a Saturday Federal offices 
and establishments shall be closed to public business on the preceding Friday, 
For the purposes of the provisions of law relating to pay and leave of absence 
of officers and employees of the Government, such a Friday shall be treated as 
a holiday in lieu of the corresponding calendar holiday. 

The proposed legislation would have the effect of guaranteeing to all em- 
ployees who have a workweek of Monday through Friday the benefits of al) 
holidays regardless of the calendar day on which they occur. Both Memorial 
Day and Independence Day fall on Saturday this year. Therefore, its enact- 
ment would give this particular group of Federal employees the benefits of two 
holidays they will otherwise not receive this year. 

Executive Order 10358, June 9, 1952, prescribes general regulations on holi- 
days for Federal employees in the executive branch. Among other things, it 
provides that when a holiday occurs on Sunday, Monday shall be treated as a 
holiday. This follows well-established practices of American business. and in- 
dustry. The practice is based, at least in part, on the common feeling that 
Sunday, a day of religious devotion, is not a suitable day for public celebration 
of holidays. The celebration of Sunday holidays, therefore, generally takes 
place on the following Monday. If business or Government activities did not 
elose on such a Monday, their employees would be deprived of the opportunity 
of participating in or attending commemorative ceremonies or other valued 
holiday events. The same reasoning does not apply to holidays falling on 
Saturday. 

Federal employees whose regularly scheduled basic workweeks include Satur- 
day as a workday already receive the benefits of holidays which occur on 
Saturday. For those whose workweek is other than Monday through Friday, 
the bill would not provide the same holiday benefits guaranteed employees whose 
workweeks are Monday through Friday because it does not authorize holiday 
benefits on another day when a holiday falls on their nonworkday which is in 
lieu of Saturday. 

The provision of S. 909 “that whenever a holiday falls on a Saturday, Federal 
offices and establishments shall be closed to public business on the preceding 
Friday” is, if taken literally, an extremely broad mandate. Some Government 
operations are continuous, 7 days a week; they could not be halted in their 
entirety for a day. However, assuming that this provision would be clarified, 
there would be many service jobs such as in the Post Office, airways control 
activities, hospitals, and correctional institutions where the employees would 
be required to work and would receive holiday pay, not a day off. This would 
surely add to the cost. We believe that the Federal Government has a liberal 
leave policy, in the case of both sick and annual leave, and that the swing of 
the calendar does not, in equity, require this kind of offset. Accordingly, the 
Commission does not favor enactment of 8. 909. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it has no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

By direction of the Commission : 

Sincerely yours, 
Rocer W. Jones, Chairman. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 23, 1959. 
Hon. OLIn D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Ciwil Service, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your recent request for the 
views of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to S. 909, relating to the observ- 
ance of holidays occuring on Saturday. 
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SATURDAY HOLIDAYS 3 


This bill provides that whenever a holiday falls on Saturady Federal offices 
shall be closed on the preceding Friday, and that such a Friday shall be treated 
as a holiday for the purpose of laws relating to pay and leave of Federal em- 
ployees. In 1959 both May 30 and July 4 fall on Saturday, and the effect of the 
pill would be to provide 2 additional holidays. 

In an adverse report being submitted to your committee, the Civil Service 
Commission discusses problems presented by the legislation, including those re- 
lating to the mandatory closing of offices on Fridays preceding a holiday. The 
Commission concludes that, in view of the liberal Federal leave policy, the swing 
of the calendar does not require this kind of offset. The Post Office Department 
likewise opposes enactment of this legislation. 

The Bureau of the Budget concurs with these agencies in opposing S. 909. 

Sincerely yours, 
Pur S. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Senator YarsoroucH. Our first witness is the Honorable Phillip S. 
Hughes, Assistant Director for Legislative Reference, Bureau of the 
Budget. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIP S. HUGHES, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
FOR LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Hueues. I do not have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 
The record already has in it our report. 

I can very briefly summarize our report, if you like, by expressing 
our opposition to the legislation. 

We refer to the Civil Service report and the Post Office Department 
report for our reasoning underlying this position. 

With that as a very brief statement, I will be glad to attempt to 
respond to any questions the subcommittee may have. 

Senator YarsoroucH. What is the main basis of the opposition of 
the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Hueues. Briefly, I think our basic position is that the addi- 
tional cost that is involved in this legislation and the inconvenience 
that the closing of the public offices would entail are not justified by the 
equities of the situation. We feel that the Government’s leave policy 
in general is quite liberal and that under the circumstances, the situa- 
tion that results occasionally of a holiday falling on Saturday, should 
not entail the closing of Government offices on Friday. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. In reading these objections, Mr. Hughes, I 
see quite a bit in there about the cost and fairness of it. Another 
question strikes me, what about the fairness to the public? What 
about the people entitled to have Government offices open? The thing 
that strikes me, if you close up these Government offices, close them 
up on Friday, that we are forgetting the people we are serving. 

Mr. Hucues. This is one of our concerns, Senator. The Post Office 
Department in its statement, I think, has emphasized the problems 
associated with the mandatory closing of the post offices on Friday 
and somewhat the same conditions, I think, would prevail perhaps 
to an equal extent in some other agencies to a lesser extent in almost all 
circumstances. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Of course, credit for holidays is one category, 
but the bill, I notice, says that Federal offices and establishments shall 
be closed to public business on the preceding Friday. This is more 


than credit for the holiday period. 
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Mr. Hucuess. Yes, sir; that is correct. The bill apparently would 
require that offices actually be closed and that the doors be closed, 
nator YarsoroucH. I hope we can clarify that as this hearing 
goeson. Thank you, Mr. Hughes. 
The next witness is Mr. Eugene J. Lyons, Assistant Postmaster Gen. 
eral, Bureau of Personnel, Post Office Department. 
Mr. Lyons. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE J. LYONS, ASSISTANT POSTMASTER 
GENERAL, BUREAU OF PERSONNEL, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT. 
ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE M. BRALLA, DIRECTOR, COST ANAL. 
YSIS DIVISION, BUREAU OF FINANCE; AND W. W. CAMPBELL, 
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL 


Mr. Lyons. Thank you, Senator. I believe you have a copy of ny 
statement and that it will be inserted in the record in full. 

Senator Yarsoroven. That is right. 

(The full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Eucene J. Lyons, ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GENERAL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to present the views of the Post Office Department on S. 909, a bill to close Federal 
offices and establishments to public business on the Friday preceding a Saturday 
holiday, and to consider such preceding Friday as a holiday in lieu of the calendar 
holiday for purposes of pay and leave to Government employees. 

The Post Office Department is opposed to this legislation because it would 
seriously disrupt mail service and lead to widespread public protests, create dis- 
satisfaction among employees and unnecessarily increase operating costs. 

The primary objective of the Postal Service must be to provide efficient, eco- 
nomical mail service to the American public. Patrons have learned to depend 
on their post offices to render full service on each normal weekday including 
delivery, collection, window service, and all the other services they support 
through payment of fees and taxes. To deny such services on a day which is not 
a holiday in the community would properly result in a storm of protest to the 
Congress and the Department. The closing of post offices on the Friday preceding 
a Saturady holiday as contemplated in S. 909, therefore, would not be acceptable 
to business establishments or individual patrons dependent on the Government to 
maintain normal service on that day. This situation would be particularly aggra- 
vated because the next day would be recognized as a legal holiday when normal 
service is not required followed, in turn, by another no-service day on Sunday. 
Thus, one practical result of requiring post offices to close on Friday would be to 
deny to the users of the mails service on 3 consecutive days instead of 2, as now 
occurs when a holiday falls on Saturday. 

The absence of a full work force on a Friday designated as a Government 
employee holiday, while the normal influx of mail continued, would cause a pileup 
of letters and packages which, in some large metropolitan areas, would seriously 
tax storage space beyond available capacity. To move this backlog, employees 
would be required to work on Saturday, a legal holiday, and part of their normal 
2-day weekend. In lieu of 2 consecutive days off for rest and recreation, they 
would be given the Friday holiday and Sunday without the opportunity to share 
in community celebrations on Saturday, the recognized legal holiday. 

Assuming that all employees were not required to work on Saturday, those 
selected would deeply resent being deprived of their 2-day weekend without 
receipt of Saturday holiday benefits now provided in the Department’s 
regulations. 

The effect on employees would be to provide an extra day off for those not 

‘required to work on Saturday, while denying normal Saturday holiday benefits to 
those required to work that day. For example, under 8. 909 one regular employee 
might not work on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, yet receive normal pay, while 
another would have only Friday and Sunday off, and work Saturday which, 
because it was not a holiday for Federal employees, would entitle him to only 
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1 compensatory day off. In contrast, under present regulations, the regular 
employee who does not work on Saturday is free to enjoy the legal holiday on 
that day without loss of normal pay. The regular required to work receives 
3 compensatory days off in addition to his normal salary. The provisions in 
§, 909, therefore, are in direct conflict with the long-accepted principle in Govern- 
ment and industry that employees should be granted time off on holidays without 
suffering loss of normal pay and that premium benefits should be provided when 
employees are necessarily denied time off to participate in holiday activities. 

Disruption of the normal 2-day weekend and denial of the opportunity to cele- 
prate the holiday with the rest of the community could only lead to dissatisfaction 
among those required to work. This, in turn, would present the added problem 
of selecting those employees to be granted the 3 days off, Friday through Sunday. 

The added cost to the Post Office Department, assuming post offices were open 
on Saturday in lieu of the Friday “Government employee holiday” is conserva- 
tively estimated to be $3,900,000 for each of the two Saturday holidays in 1959. 
Additional costs would occur if postal facilities were idle for 3 days, Friday, 
Saturday, and Sunday. The extent of these costs is difficult to estimate since 
the Department has not been faced with nonmovement of the mails for 3 consecu- 
tive days in the past. Obviously, these increased costs would be substantial due 
to the thousands of hours of overtime and auxiliary help required to liquidate 
the tremendous backlog of mail during the following week, while handling the 
continuing normal mail volume. 

Additional costs also could be anticipated due to the unusual demands for 
transportation to place the 3 days’ accumulation of mail into the pipeline after 
the holiday weekend. Such added costs and loss of production would be 
extremely difficult to justify to the taxpayers at a time when the President is 
asking industry and labor to hold the line against inflationary increases. 

Further, the Federal Government with nine holidays, including Executive order 
holidays, is more generous on the average than private industry in this regard. 
According to an AFL-CIO study of 1,465 paid holiday agreements in that portion 
of private industry, which provides for such holidays by union contract, 73 per- 
cent have 7 or less paid holidays. Even if it is assumed that an average of 
one Federal holiday a year falls on a Saturday nonwork day, Federal employees 
still are paid for not working on the remaining eight holidays and thus enjoy an 
advantage over 73 percent of the private concerns which have paid holiday 
agreements. Many firms, of course, have no such agreements. 

Because business and the general public would strongly protest curtailment 
of service on a normal weekday; because post office employees would voice dis- 
satisfaction with the disrupted holiday weekend and the unequal treatment 
accorded; and because the increased costs to the Government could not be 
justified to the taxpayers at this time, the Post Office Department opposes 
enactment of S. 909. 


Mr. Lyons. I will summarize my statement briefly by saying that 
the Post Office Department feels that the closing of post offices on 
Friday, which is a normal workday for all other businesses, would 
arouse a storm of public protest and we do not feel that the Depart- 
ment could support any such closing. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Your statement points out a good many 
things, I notice, about the mail service and the effect on mail service. 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir; mail service is a continuous operation and we, 
of course, keep post offices open 6 days a week, except when holidays 
occur during those 6 days. That is Monday through Saturday. 
When a legal holidays occurs on Saturday, which is celebrated by the 
entire public on that day, of course, the post offices are closed and 
delivery services are suspended. The employees scheduled to work 
that day, of course, are off. They do not work. 

Rural carriers, as the Senator is aware, work 6 days a week nor- 
a so of course, when a holiday falls on Saturday, they get the 

oliday. 

The accumulation of mail which would result from a 3-day closing, 
that is, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, would make it extremely diff 

39931592 
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cult for the Department to store such mail because Monday is nor- 
mally a very heavy parcel post day under normal circumstances. 

Senator Yarsorovucen. I notice, Mr. Lyons, your estimated cost, if the 
bill were enacted, for the Post Office Department is $3,900,000 for each 
of the 2 Saturday holidays for 1959. 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir, it would mean the loss of a full day’s produc- 
tion, of course, and you have to place some value on that full day’s 
production, since the mail will still be there to handle after we reopen. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Is Mr. Hughes still here or did he leave? He 
has apparently left. I do not believe we have any estimate in his 
statement as to what the Government estimates the cost of this would be. 

Thank you, Mr. Lyons. 


The next witness is Mr. Jerome Keating, vice president, National 
Association of Letter Carriers. 


STATEMENT OF JEROME KEATING, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Keatine. Senator Yarborough, I have a prepared statement, 
which I will insert in the record. 


(The complete statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JEROME J. KEATING, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION oF 
LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Jerome J. Keating. I am vice president of the 
National Association of Letter Carriers, an organization representing 113,000 
letter carriers. We have members in each of the 50 States, as well as in the 
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. 

I am appearing here today in support of S. 909, a bill introduced by the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, Senator 
Johnston. I want to extend the hearty thanks of the members of our association 
to this committee for scheduling hearings at this time. 

This bill provides that when a holiday falls on Saturday, it shall be celebrated 
on the previous Friday. Under present law, the Government employees have the 
benefit of eight legal holidays; two of these holidays Labor Day and Thanksgiv- 
ing, never fall on Saturday, so this legislation can actually apply to six holidays. 
Each holiday would fall on Saturday only once every 7 years. So, in a period 
covering 7 years, there could only be six occasions where this legislation would 
apply. 

In the postal service when an employee is required to work on a holiday, he 
is given a day off within 30 days. In 1,465 paid holiday agreements surveyed 
by the AFL-CIO research staff, we found that when an employee worked on a 
holiday, he was reimbursed as follows: 


Percent 
Time and one-half 
Double time 


The other does not mean no extra pay. The rate varies by holiday, location, or 
occupation, and could not be easily classified. 

The postal employee does not receive this good treatment. The charge is 
frequently made that we have more holidays in Government. At one time there 
was some basis of fact in that statement; it is becoming less so all the time. In 
45 percent of agreements analyzed in the above study, the employees had seven 
paid holidays; in 18 percent of the cases they had eight paid holidays; in 9 
percent of the cases, nine or more paid holidays were provided for. 
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In the majority of contracts now being written, the negotiators decide and 
agree on the number of holidays and then include language that will assure and 
protect the holiday in one way or another. That is all that we actually seek 
in this legislation. If this legislation is not passed early this year, we will have 
only six holidays, inasmuch as both Memorial Day and the Fourth of July fall 
on Saturday. 

At this point I would like to insert a quote from page 23 of the hearings on 
postal pay and classification before the House committee on February 1, 1955. 
The witness testifying at the time was Eugene J. Lyons, Assistant Postmaster 
General. In explaining the legislation then before the committee that subse- 
quently became Public Law 68, Mr. Lyons stated: 

“Subsection (b) of section 401 prescribes the formula for computing the basic 
salary of hourly rate employees. You will notice that other than substitute 
employees, you compute the hourly rate salary by dividing the annual salary by 
2080 which is simply 40 hours times 52 weeks. The substitute employees’ salary 
is computed by dividing by 2,016. The reason for that is that some years ago 
the Congress decided that in the ease of substitutes, rather than grant them 
holiday pay, because of the great difficulty of administering holiday pay for an 
hourly employee who was working part time, they would add a little bit to their 
regularly hourly rate to compensate for not getting holiday pay. In other words, 
the hourly rate results in a substitute employee who works 40 hours a week for 
52 weeks being compensated for the regular 8 holidays, and the 2,016 is arrived 
at by simply subtracting 64 hours, 8 times 8, from the 2,080, which automatically 
gives the substitute a pro rata holiday pay. 

“Mr. Davis. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

“Have any precautions been taken to see to it that the substitute who gets 
this increased hourly pay throughout the year will also be the one who performs 
this duty on the holidays for which the increased hourly rate is granted? 

“Mr. Lyons. The increased hourly rate was granted, sir, to provide them with 
pay for not working on holidays. You see, the regulars, by law and by Execu- 
tive order, have 8 holidays a year on which they do not work, and they get paid 
nevertheless for those holidays. That was to give the substitute the same sort 
of treatment.” 

This year, in accordance with the pay procedure designed by the Post Office 
Department, a regular letter carrier will be required to work 16 hours more to 
earn the same pay as a substitute letter carrier. I think that this can be 
brought into clearer focus by the simple statement that substitutes in step 1, 
level 4, receive $2 per hour, while the regulars receive only $1.94. 

If you would ask any Post Office administrator, regional director, or post- 
master how this act would be administered, you would receive the following ex- 
planation: In the letter carrier service, for each five residential routes, there is 
an additional carrier assigned, usually referred to as a “utility man.” The 
post office has service 6 days a week, although each carrier works only 5 days a 
week. Actually, five-sixths of the carrier force works every day. The men who 
work on Saturday have a day off the following week. This year the Fourth of 
July falls on Saturday; obviously, under no circumstances will there be a de- 
livery on that day. When a holiday does fall on a Saturday, no one works, so 
there is no compensatory time due the following week, so on the first 5 days, 
six-sixths of the letter carriers are available to do the work that five-sixths nor- 
mally do. This is always a great administrative problem. Of necessity there is 
wasted manpower during that week unless the supervisors can cunvince a num- 
ber of employees to take some vacation, and that is exactly what the foremen try 
to do. 

What will happen under the proposed law? Obviously, there will be no de- 
livery on Saturday the Fourth, because the public will not be expecting it. 
Regular service will be had on Friday and the carriers can have their com- 
somes time the next week merely by having the normal five-sixths of the 
orce work. 

The Post Office Department has opposed this legislation on the basis of cost. 
In line with the oftmade statement that agencies submit high cost figures when 
they oppose, and low cost figures when they support, the cost figures quoted in 
this legislation have been extremely high. 

Mr. Lyons, Assistant Postmaster General, in his statement before the House 
Committee, made the following observation: “The added cost to the Post Office 
Department alone is conservatively estimated to be $3,900,000 for each of the 2 
Saturday holidays in 1959.” I would say that this is charging all the traffic 
will bear and a little bit more. 
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There are approximately 538,416 employees in the postal service; 145,817 are 
substitutes and will not come under this law. There are 31,465 rural carriers 
The rural carriers want to be excluded from this legislation because they wor; 
a 6-day week. We favor the provisions of the House bill that exempt them, 
There are 36,308 postmasters. I have never heard of replacement charges for 
postmasters. That leaves us with 324,826 employees; 1,000 of these are post 
office inspectors, 24,792 are supervisors, and 5,000 work in regional offices. This 
leaves us with 294,034 employees. It is among this group that you will find most 
of the costs that may exist; $13 per day for 300,000 employees would produce 
$3,900,000. A substantial number of the 294,034 described above are part-time 
workers. The use of utility men will cut the cost figure considerably below that 
estimated by the Department. I would guess that this legislation would not cost 
the Post Office Department more than $2 million. What the cost for other de. 
partments are, I would have no way of making an estimate. 

We think that S. 909 by Senator Johnston is fair and just, as well as rela. 
tively inexpensive. We in the National Association of Letter Carriers feel this 
legislation will remedy an existing injustice. I sincerely hope that the commit. 
tee will take early and favorable action. 

Mr. Keating, There are two points that I want to emphasize. We 
have had a good deal of experience in the postal service and we know 
pretty well how postal operations are handled and I do not believe 
for a minute, that on the 3d of July, which falls on a Friday, with 
the 4th following on Saturday, that if this law is passed, that the 
postoffices will close on Friday. They will close on the 4th of July, 
which is on Saturday, but they will have delivery on Friday, with 
compensatory time the following week. 

In the carrier service, we work a 6-day week. Those that work on 
Saturday get a day off during the following week, so actually, five- 
sixths of our force work every day, but when there is a holiday that 
falls on Saturday, the Post Office Department is faced with the fact 
that they have five-sixths of the force available for work. 

The usual procedure in most post offices is that the supervisor 
requests men to take annual leave so that they can put the men to 
work where there is no compensatory time involved. _ eat 

Under this bill, I am certain that there would be delivery on Friday 
with compensatory time the following week, which would make for 
good administration and it would materially reduce the estimated 
costs that have been put forth by the Department. 

There is a matter of justice and equity involved in that when Pub- 
lic Law 68 was passed, the hourly rate for a regular carrier is the 
annual rate divided by 2,080. The hourly rate for a substitute is the 
annual rate divided by 2,016. The explanation for that is that they 
use this formula so as to pay the substitutes for the holidays. 

A substitute in level 4, step 1, receives $2 an hour, while the regular, 
in the same level and step, receives $1.94 an hour. There is a 6 cents 
differential in their hourly rate and that 6 cents represents pay to the 
substitute to compensate him for the loss of the holidays. _ 

This year there are 8 holidays, two have fixed dates, six rotate. 
There are two of them that fall on Saturday and actually a regular 
carrier will work 16 hours more this year than the substitute to get 
the same amount of pay. 

We believe that the principle of guaranteeing pay for holidays has 
already been established by Public Law 68, and that this bill merely 
gives the regular carrier what has been guaranteed to the substitute. 
Tt is a fair and just bill. Administratively, we think it should be 
desirable to the Post Office rather than otherwise, because it will 
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enable them to maintain their ordinary compensatory time schedules 
and utilize the utility men in the carrier service to a greater advantage. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Mr. Keating, I have just been handed a copy 
of H.R. 5752. This bill is in the House and is somewhat similar to 
S. 909, but whereas S. 909 provides that the Federal offices and estab- 
lishments shall be closed to public business on the preceding Friday, 
H.R. 5752 does not provide for closing up the Federal offices, but 
provides that officers and employees are entitled to a day off that day 
and then receive credit therefor. 

Mr. Keattne. We favor 5752 because of that provision and also 
because of the fact that it exempts rural carriers and they prefer to 
be exempted. 

Senator YarsoroucH. You recommend H.R. 5752 rather than S. 
909 ¢ 

Mr. Kerattne. Yes. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. It seems to me S. 909, when it orders Fed- 
eral offices and establishments to be closed to public business, it is 
rather unmindful of the main purpose of all of us working for the 
Federal Government here, which is mainly serving the people. 

Mr. Keatine. Senator, I think I might point out what happens in 
the postal service. In recent years, frequently on Christams Eve, 
by Executive order, the employees of the Government are given a 
holiday or half-holiday, as the case may be. In the postal service, 
of course, they do not cease delivery right before Christmas. They 
have delivery and the men get compensatory time for that holiday 
and I am sure that is the way that this legislation would work. 


I think that the cost, when you consider the compenstory schedules, 
it appears to me that Mr. Lyons’ cost figures are absolute replacement. 
They do not furnish 100 percent replacement on compensatory time 
schedules. It is closer to 50 percent than it is 100 percent. 

Senator Yarnoroucn. At this point, I will place H.R. 5752 in the 
record. 

(The bill referred to follows :) 


{H.R. 5752, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for absence from duty by civilian officers and employees of the Gov- 
ernment on certain days, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purposes of provisions of law 
relating to pay and leave of absence of civilian officers and employees in or 
under the Government of the United States, with respect to New Year’s Day 
(January 1), Washington’s Birthday (February 22), Memorial Day (May 30), 
Independence Day (July 4), Veterans Day (November 11), Christmas Day 
(December 25), or any other day declared to be a holiday by Federal statute 
or Executive order, the following rules shall apply: 

(1) If any such day shall occur on a Saturday, the day immediately pre- 
ceding such Saturday shall be held and considered to be a legal public 
holiday for such officers and employees whose basic workweek is Monday 
through Friday, in lieu of such day which so occurs on such Saturday. 

(2)If any such day shall occur on a regular weekly nonworkday of any 
officer or employee whose basic workweek is other than Monday through 
Friday (except the regular weekly nonworkday administratively scheduled 
for such officer or employee in lieu of Sunday) the day immediately preced- 
ing such regular weekly nonworkday shall be held and considered to be a 
legal public holiday for such officer or employee in lieu of such day which 
so occurs on such regular weekly nonworkday, 

Seo. 2. This Act shall not apply to any officer or employee whose basic work- 
week is Monday through Saturday. 
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Senator Yarsoroucu. Of course, my remarks about S. 909 are not 
to be taken as any criticism of our very able and distinguished chair. 
man of this committee, who introduced the bill. It was introduced 
by request to get the whole subject before the committee so the com- 
mittee could consider these different approaches to this matter. 

Mr. Keatine. We appreciate Senator Johnston’s bill and I think 
Senator Johnston’s bill was the first one introduced. 

Senator YarroroueH. It was introduced so that it could be heard 
in committee and be worked out equitably to the Government and em- 
ployees, and I think the able chairman should be commended for hay- 
ing placed this bill in as early as he did, before the Congress has been 
in session for 30 days, so that the matter could be reached on the cal- 
endar and be heard. 

Thank you, Mr. Keating, for your statement. 

The next witness is E. C. Hallbeck, legislative representative, Na- 
tional Federation of Post Office Clarks. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Hauieeckx. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I have a prepared statement that I would like to file for the record. 
(The full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
Post OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, for the purpose’ of the rec- 
ord, my name is E. C. Hallbeck and I am legislative director of the National 
Federation of Post Office Clerks, with offices at 817 14th Street NW., Washing- 
ton, D.C. 

Mr. Chairman, I appear this morning in support of S. 909 introduced by Sen- 
ator Johnston, which provides that when a holiday falls on a Saturday, Federal 
offices shall be closed on the preceding Friday, and that for the purpose of pay 
and leave of absence for Federal employees, the Friday preceding the Saturday 
on which the holiday occurs shall be considered a holiday. 

While this problem is probably one of minor importance, it is worthy of con- 
sideration because this year two holidays, Memorial Day and the Fourth of 
July, each fall on a Saturday. I believe that the bil!, S. 909, will insure that 
employees will not lose the benefit of holidays that fall on a Saturday. At the 
present time, employees lose 6 holidays in every 7 regular years and 6 holidays 
in every 7 leap years. The number of days lost varies from 1 to 3 days, depend- 
ing on the day on which the year begins. The maximum loss in any one year is 
3 days, and that happens whenever a leap year begins on a Wednesday. 

Holidays that fall on Sunday have traditionally been observed on the following 
Monday. Recently there has been a marked trend in labor-management agree- 
ments to provide assurances that holidays named in such agreements will be 
paid for regardless of whether or not they fall on a regular workday. Unions 
generally have negotiated agreements that make provision for Saturday holi- 
days. The agreements fall generally into three categories: (1) That the pre- 
ceeding Friday or following Monday is observed as a holiday; (2) a substitute 
holiday is designated for another part of that year; and (3) that an extra (ay’s 
pay is provided for the Saturday holiday without a substitute day off. The bill 
S. 909 would conform to the practice most generally observed in private industry. 

When a holiday falls during a vacation period of a Federal employee, there 
is no charge made for that day. Ordinarily, this also prevails in private 
industry. It seems to us only just that since the Congress has provided 8 
holidays a year, the benefits of such holidays should not be taken from employees 
because of the imperfections of the calendar. 

In a normal workweek, the majority of postal employees work on a Saturday 
and are given time off or compensatory time equal to the number of hours worked 
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on 1 day during the following week. When a holiday occurs on a Saturday, 
the majority of employees do not work and there is, of course, no compensatory 
time to be granted for the following week. If the bill, S. 909, is enacted, I do 
not imagine that all departments of the Government would invariably close 
on the preceding Friday. Some of them, at least, would be required to work 
and these employees would be granted compensatory time during the following 
week just as they now receive compensatory time for a normal Saturday. Assum- 
ing that the office would be closed on the following day, which is Saturday, there 
would be no compensatory time granted for that day, so that any additional cost 
that might result from this legislation would be of very minor proportions. 

I hope that this subcommittee will take such action as may lead to the early 


enactment of this legislation. I appreciate this opportunity of presenting the 
views of our members. 
Thank you. 


Mr. Hatieeck. I would like to make a few brief comments. 

The legislation before you would, in our judgment, merely reenforce 
a decision that has already been made by the Congress, and that is that 
there should be 8 holidays in each calendar year. 

Now, the Congress has enacted legislation providing those holidays. 
As it works out, there are years when employees get only 5 of those 
holidays. In the case of leap year that begins on a Wednesday, there 
are 3 holidays that fall on Saturday, so that the employees in that 
year would lose the benefit of 3 holidays. 

The purpose of the legislation now before this subcommittee is 
merely to guarantee that the employees will get the holidays that the 
Congress has already said that they should have. 

Something has been said about closing offices on Saturday. The 
people that I represent, the Post Office Clerks, very seldom get any 
holidays. Ours is a 24-hour-a-day operation, 7 den a week, 365 
days a year. There are post office clerks working, regardless of 
whether it is a holiday and the post office is closed or not, so the mere 
fact of closing a post office would not necessarily work any hardship 
on the public because our people are working inside as they always are. 
However, I agree with the chairman of the subcommittee, that the 
provisions of H.R. 5752 probably would make for a better approach 
to this subject. 

We supported that legislation in recent hearings on the House side 
and I suggest to this committee that they might well consider amend- 
ing S. 909 to contain the provisions of H.R. 5752. 

We are in favor of the principle of this legislation because we be- 
lieve it will only give us the exact justice which the Congress of the 
United States said we should have. 

I might comment, Mr. Chairman, that what is ee in here 
is only something that is very common now in labor-management 
agreements in private industry. Traditionally, the holidays that 
fall on Saturdays have been treated in three general categories: 
Either the preceding Friday or following Monday is observed; 
a substitute holiday is designated for another part of the year; or an 
extra day’s pay is provided for the Saturday holiday without a substi- 
tute day off. 

It seems to me that the legislation before you would merely conform 
to the practice most generally observed in enlightened private in- 
dustry. 

i il Yarsorouenu. Those three different approaches that you 
have given us are the ones that have been worked out in contracts ? 

Mr. Hatzeeck. In private industry ; yes, sir. 
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Senator Yarsorouen. Of course, as you know, large numbers of 
people come to Washington from all over the Nation to Washington 
offices of the Government. We who are voting the money to run the 
Government are most often met with this comment, “Well, the people 
just don’t work up here.” 

Now, if they come to Washington and the Government offices are 
closed up Friday because there is going to be a holiday on Saturday, 
the problem of those of us who have the burden of raising the tax 
money to run the Government, is going to be increased by that much, 

Mr. Hatieeck. I would have to admit there is some point to that. 
I would like to call attention to this fact, that when a holiday falls on 
Sunday, the following Monday is observed and the same thing hap- 

ens, 

Senator YarsoroucH. And we hear about it from home. They 
come to Washington and look at their calendar and it isn’t a holiday 
and they come up here and the Government offices are closed and we 
who have to get out to raise the tax money to vote for the Government 
have a very hard time. 

Mr. Hauigeck. Some of that is fostered but I do know that some of 
the Senator’s comments are correct. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Four and one-half million people come 
through here every year. I believe that figure is right. 

Mr. Hatieeck. That is pretty close and most of them come for the 
cherry blossoms. 

Senator YarsoroucH. You would be surprised to know how many 
go to Government offices while they are here. 

Thank you, Mr. Hallbeck. 


The next witness is Mr. John A. McCart, legislative representative, 
American Federation of Government Employees. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCART, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, our prepared statement has been sub- 
mitted to the subcommittee for insertion in the record. 
(The full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


S. 909, introduced by Senator Johnston, has the unqualified support of the 
American Federation of Government Employees. This bill merits our support 
and should be enacted because it would insure the equable benefit of all national 
holidays to Federal employees. 

This objective would be accomplished by the observance on the preceding Fri- 
day of a holiday which falls on Saturday. As stipulated in the bill, “Federal 
offices and establishments shall be closed to public business” on the preceding 
Friday. The bill would extend the benefit of the holiday by transferring present 
observance on Saturday, usually a nonworkday, to Friday, which is a workday 
for the great majority of employees. 

At present, Federal workers are granted eight Federal holidays of which six, 
enumerated in the bill, may at some time fall on Saturday. Excepting those 
activities in which continuous service is required, Federal agencies are closed 
on Saturday and Sunday. It is obvious that the Saturday holiday is of no 
benefit to the great number of Federal employees whose administrative work- 
week is Monday to Friday, inclusive. 

There are several cogent reasons for observing the Saturday holiday on a work- 
day. It was apparently the intent of Congress that employees would receive 
the benefit of a holiday as a day on which they would be freed of their regular 
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duties. Furthermore, it is an historical fact that Federal employees as a group 
were receiving more annual leave when these holidays were established. It is 
also true that a 3-day holiday has much greater advantage to the newly recruited 
employee because only 13 days of annual leave are available during each of the 
first 3 years of service. 

Enactment of S. 909 will commit the Government only to a practice which is 
pecoming well established in private industry. At least 4 million employees in 
private employment are benefiting from some compensatory arrangement for a 
holiday falling on Saturday. This increasingly widespread practice was re- 
vealed in a survey only recently completed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of 
the Department of Labor. 

In this survey, BLS examined 1,736 major collective bargaining agreements 
covering approximately 7.8 million workers, or about half the estimated total 
agreement coverage in the United States. The Bureau is authorized by the 
Labor Management Relations Act of 1947 to maintain a file of collective bar- 
gaining agreements and periodically analyzes their provisions. 

Analysis of 1,561 agreements which provided for paid holidays indicated that 
710 agreements, covering 4,047,000 workers, made available 4 types of recom- 
pense for a holiday falling on Saturday: (1) an extra day’s pay; (2) an extra 
day off with pay; (8) the choice of either of the preceding terms; or (4) some 
other form of compensating arrangement. No agreement studied covered fewer 
than 1,000 employees. 

Of the 4,047,000 workers so compensated for the Saturday holiday, 66 percent 
received an extra day’s pay; 22 percent received an extra day off with pay; 7 
percent had the choice of extra pay or an extra day off; and 5 percent were 
given some other form of compensatory allowance. 

The largest industrial group benefiting were the 1,117,000 employees of firms 
manufacturing transportation equipment. The next largest group comprised 
the 552,000 employed in the primary metal products industries. Other large 
groups under agreements which guaranteed the benefit of the Saturday holiday 
included 320,000 in electrical machinery manufacture, 235,000 in apparel and 
other finished textile products, 286,000 in transportation (excluding railroads 
and airlines), and 332,000 in communications. 

The Chicago Association of Commerce and Industry recently surveyed the 
Chicago area and determined that 62 percent of the office and plant workers 
employed by 1,181 firms surveyed would receive Friday or some other day as a 
holiday to compensate for Memorial Day and Independence Day which this 
year fall on Saturday. There are 478,000 persons employed by the firms in- 
cluded in the survey. 

There has been objection to this bill on the ground that it would be costly. 
This conelusion is apparently based on the assumption that a Federal holiday 
frequently occurs on Saturday. That assumption is not in keeping with the 
facts. 

An lysis by the AFGE Research Department of the period from 1940 to 1979, 
inclvsive, disclosed the fact that a national holiday will fall on Saturday only 
34 times in the 40-year period; in 14 of the 40 years, no Federal holiday falls 
on Satuvday, in 9 years past and 10 years to come a holiday falls on Saturday 
but once a year, or 19 times in the 40 years. 

The Saturday holiday will occur twice this year. During the next 20 years, 
it will happen twice within a single year only in 1970 and in 1972. Only in 1 
of the 40 years—in 1964—a Federal holiday will fall on Saturday three times. 

Oceu rence of a national holiday on Saturday is summarized for the 40-year 
period as follows: 


Number of 


Number of times within 1 year 
Years Holidays 


None 
One?___. 
Twice 
5 times _ - 


Total 


39931—59 
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If a day was granted by the Federal Government to compensate for each Sat- 
urday holiday in this 40-year period studied, it would average about 7 hours 
annually. Even this compensating time off would be partially offset by the fact 
that it is common practice, wherever possible, for the work undone on a holiday 
to be absorbed in the workload of succeeding days. On the other hand, many 
private employers do not expect their labor force to make up any of this lost 
time. It is significant that industrial organizations employing some 4 million 
persons are willing to compensate their employees in time or money for a holi- 
day falling on Saturday. 

We are appreciative, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to submit this com- 
ment on the bill under consideration. 

Mr. McCarr. I will be happy to summarize the two or three points 
we would like to make in connection with this legislation. It has been 
indicated before that credit for Saturday holidays is becoming a 
common, if not prevailing practice in private industry. 

Under recent Labor Department studies, some 4 million private 
industry employees receive benefits for Saturday holidays under 
union-management negotiated contracts. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. Pardon me, what was that figure again, 
please ? 

Mr. McCarr. It is 4,047,000, Senator, and it is based on a study 
recently completed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Recently ee. Mr. Chairman, the Chicago Association of Commerce 
and Industry recently surveyed the Chicago area on the same ques- 
tion and they determined 62 percent of the office and plant workers em- 
ployed by more than 1,000 firms in that locality would receive Friday 
or some other day as a holiday to compensate for Memorial Day and 
Independence Day this year. This year it represents a total of about 
478,000 employees. 

Mr. Chairman, our research department has recently completed a 
little survey of the occurrence of the Saturday holidays through the 
years. Taking a 40-year period, 20 years prior to 1959 and 20 years 
succeeding 1959, we find that the holidays will occur 34 times in those 
entire 40 years. On that basis, the benefit that is represented by S. 
909 will average about 7 hours a year per employee. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one final point I would like to make. In 
the nonpostal operations of the Federal Government, there are 
many agencies who operate on an around-the-clock basis: vet- 
erans’ hospitals, Federal penal institutions; maintenance opera- 
tions in the industrial establishments all operate on a 24-hour day, 
365-day-a-year basis. These employees normally get days off during 
the week in lieu of Saturday and Sunday. Inevitably when a holi- 
day occurs either on a Saturday or Sunday, we receive numerous com- 
plaints from these employees because of their complex working sched- 
ule and the complex regulations that have been issued governing their 
holidays. 

Mr. Chairman, I think one of the greatest services that could result 
from the enactment of S. 909 or similar legislation would be to elimi- 
nate this confusion among these employees who, at best, have very 
difficult jobs because they work around-the-clock basis. It would 
eliminate the confusion because it would say when a holiday falls on 
a Saturday or Sunday, you will receive a holiday benefit. 

As it is now, there are many employees who do not receive not only 
the eight holidays a year, some of them receive five holidays, six holi- 
days a year, and it takes about 5 years for them to secure the same 
number of holidays that are enjoyed by other employees. 
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In any event, Mr. Chairman, we want to say thank you for arrang- 
ing these hearings. We want to urge the subcommittee to approve 
the legislation now under consider ‘ation as promptly as possible so 
that the Federal employees involved can enjoy equity. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Mr. McCart, did you say that you favored 
the House bill over S. 909 or did I understand you to say you pre- 
ferred the form of S. 909? 

Mr. McCarr. No, sir; we prefer H.R. 5752, solely from a technical 
standpoint. H.R. 5752 contains language designed to take care of 
the specific problem of employees who work on an around-the-clock 
basis. The second section of it, I think, has some language which 
indicates that people who work on an administrative workweek other 
than Monday through Friday will receive certain benefits. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. I note that in the research of our calendar 
time cycle that you have stated here that national holidays would fall 
on Saturdays only 34 times in the next 40-year period, that is, 1940 
to 1979. 

Mr. McCartr. Twenty years prior to this year and 20 years succeed- 
ing, the holidays occur 34 times. 

Senator Yarsoroucnu. In 14 of those years, no Federal holiday falls 
on Saturday and in 9 years past and 10 years to come, a holiday falls 
on Saturday but once a year. 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator YAarnoroucH. Nineteen times in 4 years. I think those fig- 
ures are important in connection with the estimate of what this would 
cost. I believe along the same line, Mr. Keating had a statement in his 
remarks that of the 8 legal holidays Labor Day and Thanksgiving 
never fall on Saturday, so it could apply only to 6 holidays and each 
one of those holidays would fall on Saturday normally once about 
every 7 years. 

Mr. McCarr. That is correct. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator YarsoroucH. The next witness is Mr. Charles R. Larson, 
president of the National Rural Letter Carriers’ Association. I be- 
lieve the vice president, Thomas Martin, is with him. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES R. LARSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
RURAL LETTER CARRIERS’ ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY 
THOMAS MARTIN, VICE PRESIDENT 


Mr. Larson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles R. Larson. I am 
president of the National Rural Letter Carriers’ Association, an organ- 
ization representing 36,700 regular, retired, and substitute rural car- 
riers of the United States. 

I have accompanying me this morning Mr. Tommy Martin, our vice 
president, who appreciated having you recognize him in connection 
with our testimony. 

We have a prepared statement which we wish to submit for the 
record. 
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(The full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES R. LARSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RURAL LETTER Carriers’ 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Charles R. Larson. 
I am president of the National Rural Letter Carriers’ Association, an organiza- 
tion representing 36,700 regular, retired, and substitute rural carriers of the 
United States. 

We are pleased to have this opportunity to appear before this committee and 
nolidays to employees irrespective of the day of the week on which they may fall. 
Kmployees generally have the understanding that they are entitled to 8 such 
nolidays from scheduled workdays and are disappointed during those years 
when one or more of those holidays fall on a Saturday or other nonscheduled 
endorse the objectives of S. 909 which would extend the privilege of 8 paid leg.| 
workday. In effect they lose the benefit of such holiday time. This problem 
has not been felt as keenly by rural carriers due to the fact that their workweek 
is Monday through Saturday. 

We commend Senator Olin D. Johnston for his recognition of this problem and 
for his introduction of legislation to assure that all employees enjoy the benetit 
of 8 legal holidays per year regardless of scheduled days of employment. 

In our opinion a better approach to solving the problem and making 8 holidays 
available to all employees, irrespective of their scheduled workweek or the diy 
on which the holiday falls, is provided in the language of H.R. 5752, introduced 
by Congressman Tom Murray in the House. 

It is our recommendation that H.R.5752, with amendments to prevent the 
creation of a leave inequity for rural carriers, be substituted for S. 909. 

If the committee sees fit to substitute the language of H.R. 5752, we wish to 
propose two amendments: 

Amendment 1: Strike subsection (1), lines 3 through 8, in the bill as intro- 
duced in the House, and substitute a new subsection (1) as follows: 

“(1) If any such day shall occur on a Saturday, the day immediately preced- 
ing such Saturday shall be held and considered to be a legal public holiday, in 
lieu of such day which so occurs on such Saturday, (A) for such officers and 
employees whose basic workweek is Monday through Friday and (B) for the 
purposes of section 205(d) of the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 (65 Stat. 
681), as amended (5 U.S.C. 2064(d) ).” 

Amendment 2: Strike the first two words (“This Act”) on line 19 of the origi- 
nal bill and add the following: 

“(2) The first section of this Act, except clause (B) or paragraph (1) of such 
section,”. 

These two amendments to the original H.R. 5752 would be necessary to prevent 
the creation of inequity for rural carriers who may take leave during any such 
week. The original leave inequity was corrected by the 80th Congress by the 
enactment of Public Law 44. This law equalized leave privileges of rural car- 
riers with those of other employees. It permitted the authorized absence of 
rural carriers on Saturdays during periods of annual or sick leave of 5 or more 
days duration (or 4 days duration if a holiday falls within or at the beginning 
or end of a period of sick or annual leave) without charge to such leave or loss 
of compensation. In effect, this law corrected an inequity and established like 
leave privileges for rural carriers. H.R. 5752, as introduced, if enacted into law 
would reestablish an inequity. As an example, Memorial Day falls on Saturday 
during the week May 25-30 this year. Under present law all employees, includ- 
ing rural carriers, who would be on authorized absence during that week would 
be charged with 5 days leave. Under this language of H.R. 5752, most employees 
who would be on authorized absence during that week would be charged with 4 
days leave. Rural carriers, however, who would be on authorized absence dur- 
ing that week would continue to be charged with 5 days leave. This would 
destroy the leave equity granted by previous law. 

We trust that the committee may agree to substituting the language of the 
House bill, with amendments as recommended. Such action would adequately 
correct the problem for all employees and would carry our full endorsement and 
support. 


Mr. Larson. I would like to comment briefly, for the record, with 
your permission, in connection with this legislation. We wish to 
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commend Senator Olin Johnston for his recognition of this problem 
and the introduction of legislation to insure that all employees enjoy 
the benefit of 8 legal holidays per year regardless of scheduled days 
of employment. 

In our opinion, however, a better approach to solving the problem 
and making 8 holidays available to all employees would be the recog- 
nition of the House bill, which you have entered in the record. 

We have submitted amendments to this bill, which we feel would 
definitely protect the rural carriers in an equity consideration, and 
rural carriers presently are and have been enjoying the holidays 
without any particular effect, whether or not they fell on Saturday 
orany other day of our scheduled workweek. 

However, the purpose of supporting this bill is in the interest of 
equity being extended to all Federal employees, and therefore, we 
support the purpose of the bill and trust that the committee may agree 
to substituting the language of the House bill with amendments as 
we have recommended. Such action would adequately protect the 
problem of all employees and would carry our full endorsement and 
support. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Does the staff have any questions about the 
proposed amendment to H.R. 5752? 

Mr. Brawtry. Will you explain again briefly just what this change 
in language would accomplish ¢ 

Mr. Larson. The effect it would have, Mr. Brawley ? 

Mr. Brawtey. Yes. 

Mr. Larson. As an example of that situation, Memorial Day fall- 
ing on Saturday during the week of May 25 to 30 this year, under the 
present law, all employees including rural carriers being on authorized 
absence during that week would be charged with 5 days’ leave. Under 
the language of the House bill, most employees who would be on au- 
thorized absence during that week would be charged with 4 days’ 
leave. Rural carirers, however, who would be on authorized absence 
during that week, would continue to be charged with 5 days’ leave 
and this exists as a result of the provisions that have provided rural 
carriers with the benefits of only being charged 4 days’ leave when 
they are taking leave in a period of 5 workdays. That was authorized 
in Publie Law 44. 

Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman, Public Law 44 authorized the granting 
of leave to rural carriers who were in a leave status for a period of 
» days, either sick leave or annual leave. The Saturday prior to the 
-day period and the Saturday at the end of the 5-day period are not 
charged as annual leave. 

If a holiday falls within. that period of 5 days, Monday through 
Friday, the rural carrier is entitled to the entire period with a charge- 
able 4 days’ annual or sick leave. If the holiday, however, falls on 
Saturday, under the provisions of H.R. 5752, the rural carrier would 
be charged with 5 days’ annual leave rather than 4 as he would if 
the holiday came on Friday or another day during the week. 

_The amendment which we have proposed, Mr. Chairman, would 
simply avoid another inequity which was originally corrected by the 
enactment of Public Law 44. The only area in which this bill would 
affect rural carriers directly is in that area of annual and sick leave 
when a carrier would be on annual or sick leave for a period of 5 days 
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during the week in which the holiday occurred. Otherwise, the bil] 
does not affect us at all. 
Mr. Braw ey. Subsection (2) of section 1 would remain unchanged, 
Mr. Larson. May I answer that, please. The amendment as pro- 
posed would strike subsection (1), lines 3 through 8, in the bill intro- 
duced in the House, and substitute a new subsection (1) as follows: 


If any such day shall occur on a Saturday, the day immediately preceding such 
Saturday shall be held and considered to be a legal public holiday, in lieu of such 
day which so occurs on such Saturday, (A) for such officers and employees whose 
basic workweek is Monday through Friday and (B) for the purposes of section 
205(d) of the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951 (65 Stat. 681), as amended 
(5 U.S.C. 2064(d) ). 


Amendment 2 would strike the first two words “This Act” on line 
19 of the original bill and add the following: 


(2) The first section of this Act, except clause (B) or paragraph (1) of such 
section. 


Senator Yarsoroueu. Mr. Larson, your proposed amendments 
would be to clarify the bill, having in mind the different workweek 
of the rural carriers, and be in the nature of a technical amendment 
because the original bill does not fit the status of rural carriers ? 

Mr. Larson. That is correct, Just a technical proposal. 

Senator YarBoroucH. We will have the staff work on this technical 
amendment to clarify the bill and make it apply equally to all classes 
ot Federal officers and employees. 

Mr. Larson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege of sub- 
mitting our statement. 

(The following communication was subsequently received from Mr. 
Larson :) 

NATIONAL RURAL LETTER CARRIERS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., April 24, 1959. 
Hon. RAtpeu W. YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR YARBOROUGH: It is felt that some clarification may be of help 
in connection with testimony presented this morning on S. 909 before your 
subcommittee. 

Our interest in the legislation is twofold. First, we are in full accord with 
the interest of other employee groups and desire to support enactment of legis- 
lation in order to assure that all benefit from eight legal holidays per year with 
time off on a scheduled workday. Second, we would like to prevent the creation 
of an inequity in connection with leave of rural carriers by the enactment of 
such legislation. 

Under present law rural carriers enjoy the privilege of absence on a scheduled 
workday for each of the eight legal holidays, irrespective of the day of the week 
on which such holidays may fall. Other employees do not. 

Enactment of bills similar to S. 909 are deemed impractical due to the fact 
that Federal establishments would be closed. For rural carriers this would 
cause them to observe a holiday on the day before a legal holiday falling on 
Saturday, and then work on the Saturday legal holiday. For this reason we 
feel that the language of H.R. 5752 is preferable in arriving at a solution. 

Language of H.R. 5752 as introduced, however, would create an inequity for 
rural carriers who may be on leave during a week in which a holiday falls on 
Saturday. It is for this reason that we offered the two amendments to H.R. 
5752 in our testimony this morning. 

All employees were granted annual and sick leave under section 6 of Public 
Law 134 of the 79th Congress, “exclusive of Saturdays, Sundays, and _holi- 
days * * 

The application of this to rural carriers was upheld by a Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s decision. This original decision, however, was reversed by a subsequent 
ruling dated January 24, 1947, and this adverse ruling created a leave inequity 
which could only be corrected by legislation. 
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Bills were promptly introduced in the House and the Senate. The Senate acted 
first on S. 547, introduced by Senator Langer, then chairman of the Senate com- 
mittee. The Senate bill was accepted by the House. It became Public Law 44 
of the 80th Congress, and restored leave equity for rural carriers with other 
mployees. 

: if H.R. 5752, however, were to become law as introduced it would recreate 
the inequity. It would in effect permit other employees to enjoy a full week 
of absence, when a holiday occured in that week, and be charged with 4 days’ 
leave; but would result in rural carriers being charged 5 days for the same 
period of absence. 

Our suggested amendments, which were worked out with the House committee 
staff would prevent the creation of this inequity and would assure like leave 
privileges to all employees, including rural carriers, who may be on leave during 
a week in which a holiday occurs. 

Very truly yours, 


CHARLES R. Larson, President. 


Senator Yarsoroucnu. The next witness is Mr. Paul Nagle, presi- 
dent, National Postal Transport Association. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL NAGLE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL POSTAL 
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Nace. I have a prepared statement here, which I will present 
to the staff, if I may, to be included in the record. 
(The full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PAUL A. NAGLE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL POSTAL TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul A. Nagle. I am president of the National 
Postal Transport Association representing 30,000 employees of the Post Office 
Department’s Postal Transportation Service. 

Mr. Chairman, please accept the commendations of the National Postal 
Transport Association for having scheduled hearings on S. 909 to provide for 
absences of civilian employees from duty when holidays fall on Saturday. 

The importance of this legislation is far greater than might immediately be 
apparent. The family of employees comprising the Postal Transportation Serv- 
ice has a specially keen interest in the matter because of our unique methods of 
employment. Section 607(a) of Public Law 68 specifies that the tours of duty 
of Postal Transportation Service employees assigned to road duty “shall aggre- 
gate an average of not more than 8 hours a day for 252 days a year * * *.” 

The annual requirement is 52 weeks of 5 days, less eight holidays. Postal 
Transportation Service employees in road duty do not receive holidays in the 
fashion that they are allowed to other employees. The value of those holidays is 
effectively granted road service employees through a stipulation of law that 
these employees each year shall perform a period of service aggregating 252 
days. Holidays are treated just like any other day when they fall within 
a road service employees working tour, or cycle of duty. This is true regardless 
of the day of the week upon which the holiday falls. Thus, if a road service 
employee performs service on a holiday, he receives no compensatory time for 
such service. 

Postal Transportation Service employees in other than road service find it 
difficult to understand that the same law should not guarantee the same eight 
holidays to all employees, regardless of their working assignments. 

The eight-holiday feature also arises in another way in the postal service in 
the sense that hourly rates of substitute employees are computed by a different 
procedure than that followed for computation of the hourly rate of compensa- 
tion for annual-rate employees. The Postal Field Service Compensation Act 
of 1955 (Public Law 68) provides in section 601(d) (1) and (2) that the hourly 
rate of employees ‘other than substitute employees” shall be computed by 
dividing the annual rate of basic compensation by 2,080. The annual rate for 
substitute employees is computed on a basis of 2,016. The difference is again 
64, or 8 holidays, and accordingly, the equivalent of the holiday allowance is 
built into the hourly rate of those employees. One inequity of this system, 
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seriously in need of being remedied, is that substitute employees receive no credit 
of any kind when a holiday is granted by Executive order. 

Mr. Chairman, a bill we commend to your consideration is H.R. 535, which 
in the opinion of the National Postal Transport Association comes Closest to 
providing the solution to the Saturday holiday problem. H.R. 535. provides 
that “for time worked on a day referred to as a holiday * * * or for service 
in excess of 32 hours during any week in which a holiday falls * * * each 
employee * * * shall either be granted compensatory time in an amount equa! 
to such time worked within 30 working days, or be paid premium compep- 
sation * * *,” 

By the simple 32-hour expedient, H.R. 535 would provide assurance against any 
legal intricacy which might serve to deny holiday privileges to eligible employees, 

Mr. Chairman, on February 5, 1958, the Comptroller General of the United 
States lowered the last barrier in the path of full grant of Saturday holiday 
rights to all employees. In that decision (B-135077) the Comptroller Genera] 
held that to deny holiday benefits to an employee scheduled to perform service 
on Saturday “appears to be contrary to the basic concept” of the holiday pro- 
visions of the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955. 

Following the issuance of the Comptroller General’s decision, the Post Office 
Department informed its employees that the decision could benefit only those 
employees actually scheduled to perform service on the holiday. Thus, an addi- 
tional ingredient has been added, and in still another way, holiday benefits which 
should be uniform are applied unequally to different groups of employees. 

The National Postal Transport Association believes that enactment of ELR. 
535, or similar legislation, is essential in order that stability, equity, and good 
accounting procedures may be brought to the holiday practices of the Federal 
yovernment as employer. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Postal Transport Association is especially appre- 
ciative of the corrective action being undertaken by your distinguished com- 
mittee, and we wish to convey to you our earnest gratitude for being alloweil to 
appear before you to present our views in support of this legislation. 


Mr. Nace. I would like to make a few brief remarks: I am accom- 
panied this morning by our vice president, Mr. Harold A. Manker, 
and we represent, of course, the National Postal Transport Associ- 
ation. 

Our testimony, Mr. Chairman, is intended to emphasize our feeling 
that the purpose of S. 909 or similar legislation is intended purely to 
insure that Federal employees receive the benefits of 8 holidays as set 
forth in the law. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we represent the railway mail clerks 
of the United States and ironically enough, in many cases, in transfer 
offices and mail cars, highway post office service, our dispute with the 
Post Office has been that we have not been able to have enough Satur- 
day or holiday service, so that we would ordinarily be working on 
those holidays and we would, therefore, also ordinarily be under the 
area of the Comptroller General’s decision of last January, that is, 
January of 1958, in which he held that employees actually working 
on a Saturday holiday would receive the benefits of that holiday. 

Our people in road service have the 8 holidays incorporated into 
their annual requirement, and consequently, the people whom we 
represent, who are not in road service, feel that it is difficult for them 
to interpret a situation where these people are assured of 8 holidays 
and they are not. 

Again, I reemphasize that our purpose here is simply to request that 
whatever language is finally determined, we do find a way legislatively 


to insure that 8 holidays will be made available to employees of the 
Federal service. 


Senator Neupercer. Are there any questions? 
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I notice in the different legislation that has been proposed, a bill 
that you recommend is H.R. 535. 

Mr. Naete. Yes, sir, that is correct; and this reduces to the simplest 
and most direct conceivable terms, the assurance that employees would 
receive holidays which are intended under the law. The provisions 
of H.R. 535 very directly are that no more than 32 hours of service 
will be required in any week in which a holiday falls. 

I know that some comment has been made about the provisions of 
S. 909 that would appear to require that Federal agencies perhaps be 
closed on the Friday preceding the Saturday holidays. This, in my 
estimation, and in the opinion of the National Postal Transport Asso- 
ciation, is completely unwarranted thinking. We certainly have no 
problem with the continuance of the postal service on current holidays 
regardless of the week or the day of the week in which they fall. Cer- 
tainly, the same situation would apply in cases of Saturday holiday, 
when properly granted, and there would be no question of closing 
down Federal agencies. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Mr. Nagle, it is your recommendation that 
H.R. 535 be adopted rather than H.R. 5752 or S. 909? 

Mr. Nacte. Yes, sir, that is our recommendation. 

Senator YarsoroucH. You havea copy of H.R. 535 ? 

Mr. Naatz. I have it here; yes, sir. 

Senator YarsorovueH. Will you hand it to the secretary, please. 
H.R. 535 is special in nature, applying only to the postal service? 

Mr. Naeiz. That is correct. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Whereas H.R. 5752 and S. 909 apply to all 
Federal employees ? 

Mr. Nacte. That ‘is correct and I would recommend at this point, 
Mr. Chairman, that if the language of H.R. 535 were otherwise found 
to be acceptable, that the limitation in the postal field service might be 
stricken and might apply to every one in the Classification Act and 
the Postal Field Service Ba Act. 

Senator Yarsoroucw. Thank you, Mr. Nagle. 

H.R. 535 will be printed at this point in the record and will be con- 
sidered with other proposed legislation. 

(H.R. 535 follows :) 


(H.R. 535, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide that no more than thirty-two hours of service shall be required of 
employees of the postal field service during any week in which a holiday falls 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 603(3) (39 U.S.C. 1008(3)), as 
amended, is amended to read: “For time worked on a day referred to as a holi- 
day in the Act of December 26, 1941 (5 U.S.C. 87b), or for service in excess of 
thirty-two hours during any week in which a holiday falls or on a day designated 
by Executive order as a holiday for Federal employees generally, each employee 
in or below salary level PF'S-7, under regulations prescribed by the Postmaster 
General, shall either be granted compensatory time in an amount equal to such 
time worked within thirty working days, or be paid premium compensation at a 
rate equal to his hourly basic compensation for the time so worked. For work 
performed on Christmas Day, premium compensation shall be paid at a rate 
equal to 150 per centum of the employee’s hourly basic compensation. 


Mr. Nacte. Mr. Chairman, may I assure you again of the gratitude 
we in National Postal Transport have for being heard this morning. 
Thank you very much. 
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Senator YarsoroucH. The next witness is Mr. Ross A. Messer, 


legislative representative of the National Association of Post Office 
and General Services Maintenance Employees. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV. 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 


In order to conserve time, I will file my statement, and make just 
three short points, if I may. 


(The complete statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Ross A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL Assocta- 
TION OF Post OFFICE AND GENERAL SERVICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for this opportunity 
to appear before you today. I am Ross A. Messer, legislative representative for 
the National Association of Post Office and General Services Maintenance Em- 
ployees, representing the maintenance employees of the postal field service and 
General Services Administration. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee, for your interest in the proposed legislation and to thank 
Senator Johnston, chairman of the full committee for introducing S. 909. 

Under present laws relating to holidays, Government employees lose all 
holidays falling on Saturday unless they are scheduled to work on Saturday. 
Although there are eight legal holidays to which employees are entitled, all em- 
ployees do not always get all of the holidays. The proposed legislation would cor- 
rect this injustice and insure that all employees with a Monday through Friday 
work schedule, receive all eight holidays. 

Employees who have a basic workweek which includes Saturday, lose any 
holiday falling on the day of the week which is their day off for Saturday. This 
has been a great injustice to the employees who are required to work on Saturday 
and then lose the holiday which falls on their day off for Saturday. This injustice 
bas required these employees to work a 40-hour week while other employees 
are working a 32-hour week. Regulations covering this subject are very 
difficult to understand and the employees losing the holiday do not understand 
the application of the law which requires their working 40 hours while their 
fellow employees with a workweek of Monday through Friday have a 32-hour 
workweek. 

Regardless of the explanation, the employees can find no justice in losing a 
holiday which is enjoyed by their fellow workers. This inequity has created 
confusion and a morale problem among the employees, as well as requiring 
considerable time in the agency explaining the inequity to the employees losing 
the holiday. 

The wording of S. 909, in our opinion, does not clearly state that an employee 
who observes a day other than Saturday for Saturday, shall be given a holiday 
for the holiday falling on his day off in lieu of Saturday. Many Government 
employees are required to work on Saturday and take a day off preceding the 
Saturday work. Under present regulations, a holiday falling on the day off 
for the following Saturday is lost to the employee with irregular schedules. It 
is our belief that the wording of S. 909 should be clarified to specifically include 
this group of employees who are required to work on Saturday. If I may, I 
would like to suggest that the inclusion of the language in H.R. 5752 which very 
clearly protects these employees be used. 

Section 1 of S. 909 provides that any holiday falling on Saturday shall be 
Observed on the day immediately preceding such Saturday, thereby assuring 
all employees whose basic workweek is Monday through Friday of receiving all 
eight legal holidays. 

The changes in law relating to holidays as set forth in S. 909 are very greatly 
desired by Government employees as correcting a very unsatisfactory situation 
which his existed for many years. The proposed changes would place all 
employees on an equal footing regarding the eight legal holidays and any holidays 
which may be declared by Executive order. 
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It is our hope that the subcommittee will favorably report S. 909 to the full 


committee at the earliest possible date, so that it can be enacted into law before 


the employees lose the two holidays falling on Saturday this year, May 30 and 


July 4. 
1 wish to again thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for 


your interest in correcting the holiday inequities which have existed for so many 


years and providing for all employees to receive all holidays. 


oe 


Mr. Messer. We prefer the proposal in H.R. 5752, although we ap- 
prove the principles of S. 909. We feel that the House bill better 
cover the situation. 

One of the reasons for this is that subsection 2 of section 1 of the 
House bill specifically covers the eniployees who do not have a Monday 
through Friday work. week, in other words, the employee works on 
Saturday and is off on another day during the week. If a holiday 
fallson his day for Saturday, he loses that holiday. 

The proposal in the House bill would guarantee that he receive that 
holiday. 

I might also add that as far as the custodial employees in the postal 
service are concerned, there will not be one penny of additional cost. 
There are no substitutes, and no replacements. All the work is ab- 
sorbed by the remaining force, no overtime is paid for holiday work, 
and the employees are granted time off with the other employees 
absorbing the work. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Thank you for your statement, Mr. Messer. 

Mr. Messer, in your last statement, you said that so far as the main- 

tenance employees are concerned, this wouldn’t cost the Government 
any more money. Is that based on the fact that under those circum- 
stances, the building would not be worked on during those days ? 
’ Mr. Messer. No, sir, the building would be in the same operation 
that it is at all other times. Most of the large buildings are on 24-hour 
operation, but we have no replacements, in other words, if we have 
two men on a shift, on a holiday, there is only one man on a shift. 
There is no replacement. Therefore, there is no added cost. 

Senator YarsoroucH. There would be no added employees to take 
care of this? 

Mr. Messer.. No added employees. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. It would average about one holiday a year? 

Mr. Messer. That is the way it would work out, but the boys would 
get a day off later on and there would be no added cost. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. R. L. Givens, chairman of the legislative 
committee of the Policeman’s Association of the District of Columbia. 


STATEMENT OF ROYCE L. GIVENS, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD ON 
LEGISLATION, POLICEMEN’S ASSOCIATION OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. Givens. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is Royce L. Givens, chairman of the board on legislation, Police- 
men’s Association of the District of Columbia. I am also secretary- 
treasurer of the National Conference of Police Associations. 

I am here today representing the Policemen’s Association of the 
District of Columbia. We endorse the principle contained in S. 909. 
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We would like to respectfully inquire as to whether or not those 
employees whose work week that does not coincide with the normal 
work week come in the purview of this bill. For example policemen 
and firemen by the very nature of their work are required to work on 
Saturday and Sunday, thus necessitating their having to take days 
off during the week, such as a policeman or a fireman will have Wea- 
nesday and Thursday as their days off. 

We feel that we should be given the same advantage as other Goy- 
ernment employees, that is, if a holiday should fall on our first day off 
we should be given the previous day off in lieu of the calendar holiday. 

We respectfully request that favorable consideration be given to 
an amendment, if you deem it necessary, giving us the same advantage 
as proposed in this or similar bills for other Covionanent employees. 

We thank you, gentlemen, for permitting us to appear and make our 
views known. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Thank you, Mr. Givens. The next witness 
is Mr. Joseph F. Thomas, president of the United National Associa- 
tion of Post Office Craftsmen. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH F. THOMAS, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE CRAFTSMEN 


Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph F. Thomas, and 
I am president of the United National Association of Post Office 
Craftsmen. Our association is located in the Colorado Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

I am pleased that you have scheduled hearings on S. 909, and I 
thank you for the opportunity of testifying on that bill today. 

The trend in outside industry is rapidly moving toward the grant- 
ing of a free day in cases where a holiday falls on a Saturday. Such 
a practice seems logical, especially when similar procedure had been 
in effect for many years in connection with those holidays falling on 
Sunday. It seems to me as though the real intent of the Congress is 
to grant a day off to celebrate all national holidays, and certainly this 
is the time to do so. 

Those against this bill have quoted a cost figure of $210 million over 
a period of the next 40 years. Broken down, this figures to about 
$5 million per year. Though I am sure that the figure is overesti- 
mated, it, nevertheless, is still a small price to pay for such reasonable 
legislation. 

Actually, in the post office service today, there are roughly 65,000 
employees who now receive the benefits provided for in S. 909. They 
are benefited solely because their workweek is of a different nature 
than the remainder of the employees. 

The Post Office Department, in opposing a similar bill in the House, 
stated that the 65,000 employees mentioned were entitled to additional! 
benefits because they happened to be scheduled on the Saturdays of the 
year. This argument is not valid, especially when it is considered that 
most postal employees throughout the country are required to perform 
similar duty on a regular or intermittent basis. Obviously, all em- 
ployees should be treated the same and should receive the same benefits. 

Inasmuch as more than 50 percent of all American workers now 
receive the benefits of S. 909, and in order to boost morale generally, 
T ask that you gentlemen give this bill your sympathetic consideration 
and prompt action. 
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I thank you again for the privilege of appearing before you today. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Mr. Thomas, you stated: “Actually in the 
post office service today, there are roughly 65,000 employees who 
now receive the benefits provided for in S. 909. They are benefited 
solely because their workweek is of a different nature than the re- 
mainder of the employees.” 

Ought not your statement be about 65,000 employees who have the 
benefit of the provisions of S. 909 out of the total of about half a 
nillion post office employees? 

Mr. Tuomas. According to testimony submitted by the Post Office 
Department in the House, that was the figure. 

enator YARBoroucH. Would you aaa that a little, just how that 
comes about ? 

Mr. Tuomas. It is my understanding it is 65,000 rural letter car- 
riers, and I believe Postal Transport Association employees do now 
receive a holiday when that particular holiday happens to fall on a 
Saturday, and I believe that is based, although I am not expert on 
this subject, I believe it is based on the fact that their weekweek 
possibly starts on a different day than the workweek of the ordinary 
post office employee. ; 

In other words, their workweek would possibly extend from a Sat- 
urday to the following Friday, whereas our workweek would fall on 
a Monday to Friday, inclusive, and for some reason or other, they 
are granted that day. I personally do not know why, and I think it is 
discrimination against the rest of the employees. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Thank you very much, Mr. Thomas, for your 
statement. 

Is Mr. Larson still here? Mr. Larson, would you come back, you 
and Mr. Martin, for a question on this to clarify this for us. 

You heard Mr. Thomas’ statement that over in the House, it was 
testified that the rural carriers and transport workers already receive 
the benefit in effect that would be extended to other postal workers 
under S, 909. Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Larson. As related to rural carriers, inasmuch as we work 
6 days, that is our workweek as established, and consequently, when 
a holiday falls on a Saturday, it is observed as a holiday by us, and 
consequently we get the benefit of it, due to the fact that we work 
on a 6-day week. 

As related to other agencies or departments, I am not qualified to 
testify regarding that. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Do you have the basic 40-hour workweek ? 

Mr. Larson. We have a 6-day workweek, and it varies, of course, 
in accordance with the conditions that exist on that particular route. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Based on hours, based on 6 days getting the 
service done? 

Mr. Larson. Six days’ service, that is correct. 

Senator Yarsoroven. Any questions from the minority ? 

Mr. Pascuat. Do you get this holiday under Executive Order 
10358, rather than legislation ? 

Mr. Larson. Pardon? 

Mr. Pascua. Do you get this credit for holiday under Executive 
order rather than legislation by the Congress? 

ae Larson. The executive holidays that have been granted, you 
mean 
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Mr. Pascua. Under Executive order. 

Mr. Larson. We have gotten the benefit of holidays as granted 
under Executive order. 

Mr. Pascuat. That is rather than by legislation ? 

Mr. Larson. It has been extended. Of course, the matter of the 
day on which it fell, did not bear the same relationship to rural car- 
riers that would to others on a 5-day week. If it fell on a Saturday, 
that is a regular workday for us, so consequently, we would auto. 
matically get the benefit of it. 

Mr. Pascuat. Thank you. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. I take it then, Mr. Larson, that as you con- 
strue your work situation, you do not take it that you have an advan- 
tage over the other postal employees under existing law ? 

Mr. Larson. We feel with reference to the matter that has been 
uestioned, we do get the benefit of eight holidays, regardless of the 
ay of the week that they may fall on and, as a consequence, we recog- 

nize that those who work 5 days, naturally, as a result of that arrange- 
ment, have the consideration of Saturady as a day off, and do not regu- 
larly or necessarily get the benefit of that as a holiday, executive or 
legal or otherwise, because it is a day that they regularly do not work, 
but it is a day that we do work, as far as we are concerned, it is a 
benefit to us. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Thank you for that clarification. 

Next witness is Mr. Daniel Jaspan, legislative representative of the 
National Association of Postal Supervisors. 


STATEMENT OF DON LEDBETTER, SECRETARY, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Lepeerrer. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like 
to speak in the absence of Mr. Jaspan. My name is Donald N. Led- 
better. I am secretary of the National Association of Postal Super- 
visors. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your commit- 
tee, and I would like to submit a prepared statement of Mr. Jaspan’s, 
which states the position of our association. 

Senator Yarsorouen. It will be placed in the record. 

(The complete statements follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL JASPAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


My name is Daniel Jaspan. I am the legislative representative of the Na- 
tional Association of Postal Supervisors, whose membership consists of more 
than 22,000 supervisors in the postal field service. 

Our members appreciate the actions of Chairman Johnston and other Mem- 
bers of Congress who have introduced biHs providing for the observance of 
the preceding Fridays of holidays occurring on Saturdays. Unlike most Federal 
employees and employees in private industry, postal employees in general do 
not have a 5-day week, although they are scheduled for 40 hours. A very large 
percentage of our people, including supervisors, are scheduled to report on 
Saturdays and Sundays and receive compensatory time for so doing. 

When a holiday occurs on Sunday, it is observed on Monday not only in the 
postal service but by private industry. Postal employees are thus given the 
opportunity of observing the holidays on Monday. However, when a holiday 
occurs on Saturday, the employees who are not scheduled to work that day 
are granted time off not primarily because it is a holiday but because it is a 
Saturday. We believe that, inasmuch as postal employees very often must work 
on 6 or even 7 days of some weeks, they should not be denied holiday privileges. 


te le ee Ce, oe Oe. oi 
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There are eight holidays provided by law. When any of these holidays occur 
on a Saturday it deprives the postal employees of this provision of the law, 
and that will happen twice this year unless this bill is enacted into law. During 
this year, postal employees will, under present provisions, not receive the benefits 
to which they are entitled. Although this will not happen often, we agree 
with the provisions of S. 909 so that it will not occur at all in the future. 

Inasmuch as two holidays occur on Saturday during 1959, we hope that S. 909 
will be reported favorably by this committee and that members of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service will lend their full support toward an early 
enactment into law of this bill. 

Thank you for granting me the opportunity to present this statement in favor 
of this proposed legislation. 

Mr. Lepperrer. With your permission, I would like to add a couple 
of brief observations on this legislation. 

One of these is that mention, of course, has been made and much 
consideration, I am sure, will be given to the cost of these extra holi- 
days. We contend, and we feel that Federal employees are entitled 
to eight holidays each year, regardless of the day of the week, and 
that. actually there is no additional cost as Congress has already au- 
thorized eight holidays, but in a year such as 1959, when two of these 
eight holidays fall on Saturday, the Government actually is saving 
the cost of whatever the operation would entail on those two days. 

We believe that next year we will receive eight holidays on week- 
days, and we feel it is the intent of the Congress that we should 
receive eight holidays every year. 

Another observation is that mention has been made of possible 
curtailment of service or closing of offices on these days. Actually, 
there are only five holidays which would be affected, because, as you 
know, two of the days are fixed, Labor Day and Thanksgiving, and, 
as we all know, Christmas Eve has gotten to the place where there 
is very little service performed in public business or in Government. 
We have received half holidays and more by Executive order on 
Christmas Eve day. There would be very little difference if the em- 
ployees were given Friday off where Christmas falls on Saturday. 

Senator YarsoroueH. In fact, it is almost done where Christmas 
Day seems like the day after Christmas. 

Mr. Lepsetrrer. Mr. Chairman, you are certainly right, and if you 
could see how the efficiency of hospital employees in all levels has 
risen in the past few years, that mail is usually up on the 23d-of 
December, and the letter carriers, God bless them, are the ones who 
have to work on Christmas Eve day. Most of the other people could 
take the day off without any service being hampered. We feel for 
that reason, that only about five holidays would be affected, as far as 
curtailment of service, and we do not believe that post offices or any 
other agencies should be closed on Friday when it is a normal work- 
day for the public. 

I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to 
speak to you and your committee. 

Senator YarsorouGu. I notice in the statement, Mr. Ledbetter, that 
has been prepared by Mr. Jaspan, and you have presented, along with 
your supplementary statement here, you refer to S. 909. Now, do 
you have preference for S. 909 over H.R. 5752 or have you all had an 
opportunity to consider H.R. 5752? 

Mr. Leppetrer. Mr. Chairman, I have not, but I would say this, 
that we certainly do not go along with the part of S. 909 which would 
require the closing of offices. 
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Senator Yarsoroucn. You do not advocate the closing of offices? 

Mr. Lepeerrer. No, sir, we do not. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Thank you, Mr. Ledbetter. 

The next witness is Mr. Thomas G. Walters, operations director of 
Government Employes’ Council. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Watters. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to file three 
statements: One for Harold McAvoy, national president of the Na- 
tional Association of Post Office and Postal Transportation Service 
Mail Handlers; one for Everett G. Gibson, legislative director 
National Federation of Post Office Motor Vehicle Employees; and 
one for George Warfel, president, National Association of Special 
Delivery Messengers. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. They will all be received and printed follow- 
ing your presentation. 

r. Waters. Now, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I will 
file my statement. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. It will be inserted. 

(The complete statement follows :) 


STATEMENT oF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT 
Emptoyes’ Counor, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee of the Senate Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, by way of introduction, I am Thomas G. Walters, opera- 
tions director of the Government Employes’ Council, AFL-CIO. The Council 
is made up of 24 national and international unions and associations whose men- 
bership, in whole or in part, are Federal and postal employees, representing a 
membership in excess of one-half million. 

un behalf of the Government Employes’ Council, I extend our thanks and 
appreciation to the honorable chairman of this committee, Senator Olin D. 
Johnston, for the introduction of S. 909, and we appreciate the members of the 
Senate subcommittee becoming interested in the Saturday holiday bill and for 
scheduling hearings on S. 909, and we in the Government Employes’ Council, 
AFL-CIO, are appearing before this subcommittee today to urge committee 
approval of legislation guaranteeing all Federal and postal employees the benefits 
of holidays falling on Saturday. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, one of our coworkers, Dr. 
William Voss, who is head of the research department of the American Federa- 
tion of Government Employees, in checking the records has discovered that 
during the past 20 years, and for the next 20 years, there will be only 34 Satur- 
days during this 40-year period which has or will fall on a Saturday. 

With questions being raised by some of the witnesses, as to the cost of this 
legislation, if they take it over a long period of years the cost to the Federal 
Government would be very, very small, and we feel the estimated cost is highly 
inflated. 

We can see no good reason why holidays falling on Saturday should not be 
granted to the employees with benefits comparable to a holiday falling on any 
other of the 6 days in the week. 

We are of the opinion that the intent of S. 909 would perhaps be the proper 
course to pursue, but at the same time we are not particular about the language 
contained in the legislation just so long as all Federal and postal employees 
are assured of the benefits when a holiday falls on Saturday. We feel that all 
Federal and postal employees should enjoy the full eight holidays regardless of 
what day of the week they fall. 

Inquiries are being received from the field asking if rural letter carriers, and 
other employees whose workweek is similar, would be protected under the 
language of this bill. 
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Again thanking you, Mr. Chairman, for scheduling and holding hearings and 
for the opportunity of appearing and endorsing the intent of this legislation. 

Mr. Watters. I would like to make just one or two very brief com- 
ments. 

Senator Yarsoroven. Mr. Walters, the staff desires to ask a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Brawtey. Those three statements that you just filed for Mr. 
McAvoy, Mr. Gibson, and Mr. Warfel, are they in support of S. 909 or 
H.R. 5752? 

Mr. Watters. They are in support of the intent of this legislation. 
I have not asked them about this, but I am sure that they would not be 
in favor of it being mandatory to close the Government establish- 
ments. 

Now, on the House side, they testified in support of Mr. Murray’s 
bill, and I am sure it would be their desire to support the desired intent 
of what these bills are attempting to do, and that is to make sure that 
- Federal and postal employees receive 8 holidays per annum. 

Iam quite sure that they would support any changes in this pending 
bill, in order to guarantee the 8 holidays per year. 

That is the journal subject that has been discussed at all the council 
meetings, and that was the position, that the Government employees 
took on this subject that we felt that all employees should enjoy the 
benefit of the 8 holidays per annum. 

Now, with reference to the so-called 65,000 people who now enjoy 
the benefits of the holiday when it falls on a Saturday, I would just 
like to correct the record so that it will not show that all of the em- 
ployees in the transportation service receive that. I believe the record 
will show that when Mr. Nagle was testifying, that he stated that his 
membership in part received the benefit of this holiday. Those in road 
service, I believe he stated, but I noticed a while ago, in the question and 
answering, where the record might show that it was all employees, 
which I am sure that Brother Nagle wouldn’t want to show. 

We trust that this committee will amend the pending bill to make 
it more applicable but to guarantee the 8 holidays, so Mr. Chairman, 
briefly, that is our position on this subject. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Thank you, Mr. Walters, for your statement. 

(The statements submitted by Mr. Walters are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Harotp McAvoy, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
oF Post OFFICE AND POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE MAIL HANDLERS, W. & M. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Harold McAvoy, 
national president of the National Association of Post Office and Postal Trans- 
portation Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen and Messengers. We are part of 
the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations and 
the Government Employes’ Council. 

I would like to thank you for the privilege of appearing before you and being 
able to discuss this worthy legislation that is now before your committee. By 
this I mean, Saturday holiday legislation. As you all are aware that under 
existing law, if a holiday falls on Sunday, employees will have the following 
day off. If an employee is scheduled to work on Sunday, he is given another 
day off in lieu of Sunday. The bills before your committee, in general, would 
provide for the observance on the preceding Friday when a legal holiday falls 
on Saturday. Employees normally scheduled to work Saturdays will not be 
affected and can observe the holiday on Saturday. 

Our organization fully endorses the bills now before your committee, which 
will provide for a workday off whenever a legal holiday falls on Saturday or 
on a nonworkday in lieu of Saturday. 
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In conclusion, I urge you and this committee to give speedy and favorable 
consideration to the legislation before you so that our postal employees wil] 
be in a position, when the first holiday falls on Saturday (May 30), to receiye 
the extra day off. 

Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF Everett G. Gipson, LEGISLATIVE Director, NATIONAL FEDERAYION 
oF Post OFrFIcE Motor VEHICLE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Everett G. Gibson, legislative director of the Na- 
tional Federation of Post Office Motor Vehicle Employees, affiliated with the 
AFL-CIO. Our membership is composed of all the employees of the post office 
motor vehicle service. 

We appreciate this opportunity of appearing before this committee and ep- 
dorse §S. 909, a bill that provides that when a holiday falls on a Saturday Federal 
offices shall be closed on the preceding Friday. For the purposes of pay and 
leaves of absence for Federal employees, the Friday preceding the Saturday 
on which the holiday occurs shall be considered a holiday. The bill defines a 
holiday as any designated as such by Federal statutes or Executive order. 

It is our opinion, that the cost of this legislation would be very small because 
of the infrequency of a holiday falling on a Saturday. We sincerely urge the 
committee to approve this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE L. WARFEL, PRESIDENT, THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION oF 
SpecraAL DELIVERY MESSENGERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committe, my name is George L. Warfel, 
president of the National Association of Special Delivery Messengers, our men- 
bership consisting of special delivery messengers in the field service of the Post 
Office Department. 

In behalf of our membership I wish to express thanks to Senator Johnston for 
the introduction of S. 909 and to you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this sub- 
committee for your interest in promoting this legislation to provide an equitable 
manner of treatment for all Federal employees in relation to holidays falling on 
Saturday. We endorse the intent of the legislation, which would provide a 
workday off whenever a legal holiday falls on Saturday. 

The special delivery service is maintained every day—7 days a week, including 
Sundays and holidays—usually from 7 a.m. to 11 p.m. Oftentimes the volume 
of special delivery mail is much greater on holidays than at other times. From 
long experience and observation of special delivery operations, the additional 
cost of administering this legislation would appear to be negligible. It also 
appears that it would not be feasible or necessary to have post offices closed 
on Fridays preceding a holiday falling on Saturday in order to administer this 
bill, and in that respect the provisions of House bill H.R. 5752 are recommended 
for committee consideration. 

We trust that the committee may favorably report a bill, and that the legis- 
lation may be enacted prior to May 30, this year. 


Senator YarsoroueH. The next witness is Mr. David Silvergleid, 
secretary-treasurer, National Postal Clerks Union. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID SILVERGLEID, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
NATIONAL POSTAL CLERKS UNION 


Mr. Stiverctew. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my sincere appreciation for the 
opportunity to appear. We have a prepared statement, which with 
your permission, I would like to submit for the record, and make just 
about two comments. 
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(The full statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF DAVID SILVERGLEID, SECRETARY-TREASURER, NATIONAL POSTAL 
CLERKS UNION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is David Silvergleid, 
and I am serving as interim secretary-treasurer of the new National Postal 
Clerks Union, located at 918 F Street, N.W., Washington 4, D.C. We represent 
approximately 25,000 post office clerks throughout the Nation. Our permanent 
officers will be elected subsequent to our constitutional convention now sched- 
uled in the city of Washington, D.C., on May 14-16, 1959. 

It is indeed a privilege to appear before this committee to testify on S. 909, 
as introduced by your chairman, Senator Olin D. Johnston. 

At the outset, we desire to express our approval of the legislation under con- 
sideration. We would also like to convey our sincere appreciation to both 
Senator Johnston for sponsoring this bill, and to Senators Scott and Morton 
and yourself for scheduling early hearings. 

Not long after the 40-hour workweek went into effect in the Federal service, 
the Comptroller General of the United States ruled on the question of legal 
holidays which occurred on Saturdays. We believe he struck a sad blow to 
employee morale at that time when he ruled Federal employees lost their legal 
holidays occurring on Saturdays. To add even further to the unfortunate 
situation, just last year when called upon for a further ruling, the Comptroller 
General decided Federal employees who worked on a holiday occurring on Satur- 
day, would receive two days off therefor; however, those Federal employees 
who did not work on a legal holiday which occurred on Saturday, received no 
additional time off at all. The bill before the committee today would not only 
correct a long-standing inequity, but would eliminate all the confusion caused 
by this last ruling. 

We might further add at this point that it is a common practice in private 
industry to stipulate in collective bargaining agreements for certain specified 
legal holidays. In many instances, such employees so covered and working 
on such holidays, receive either time off or compensation at time and one-half 
or double time rates, regardless of the particular day of the week on which 
these holidays occur. 

A long sought legislative objective of postal employees has been compensatory 
time off at the rate of time and one-half for Saturdays and compensatory time 
off at the rate of double time for service performed on Sundays and legal holi- 
days. We would appreciate your serious consideration of these proposals even 
though the time element involved herein might militate against their inclusion 
in the bills immediately before you. 

Another inequitable and anomalous situation that should be called to your 
attention involves the treatment accorded to substitutes and part-timers in the 
postal service as contrasted to the treatment accorded regular employees with 
respect to holidays. Although provision is made for 8 legal holidays for regular 
employees, when any of them fall on a Saturday, the Comptroller General has 
ruled that those employees who do not perform service on that day receive no 
benefit therefor. However, Public Law 68 of the 84th Congress established 
rates of hourly pay for substitutes and part-timers in the postal service which 
included payment for 8 legal holidays. The hourly pay of these employees 
is not reduced during any year when legal holidays occur on Saturdays. The 
net effect of this condition is that regular employees are not guaranteed 8 legal 
holidays in any year, while substitutes and part-timers are guaranteed pay for 
8 legal holidays in any one year. 

Again, let us emphasize that we are in full accord with the intent and purpose 
of S. 909, and we are hopeful this subcommittee will approve the same forthwith. 
Similar speedy action in the House of Representatives will enable Federal em- 
pioyees to enjoy the fruits of this legislation beginning Memorial Day of this 
year. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, may we assure 
you there is considerable interest evidenced by our membership in this legisla- 
tion. We appreciate your sponsorship of this measure and we are very grateful 
for this opportunity to express our sentiment on these bills now pending before 
your committee. 
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Mr. Stiverciew. First of all, we heartily approve of H.R. 5759, 
which would leave no possible misinterpretation about post offices be- 
ing closed on Friday prior to a legal: holiday, We do not approve 
of post offices closing, and we do not believe that the Post Office 
Department would undertake such a thing in any event. 

Now, I would like to emphasize once again, the exaggeration as to 
cost. In most post offices, and I know particularly in my own, when- 
ever a holiday was observed, and incidentally, the law provides that 
post office employees can be paid back compensatory time within 30 
working days. They do not have to be given a day off within the 
next week. Mr. Keating explained that in the case of letter carriers, 
they could be given compensatory time the following week, in order 
to take tegen slack for the Saturday. In the case of clerks, they 
need not be given time off for at least 5 weeks, if necessary, and it 
has been my experience that practically all of that time is absorbed 
without the use of part-time help. 

Now, just one other item, a that involves the feelings of the em- 
re themselves. They know that when a holiday falls on a Satur- 

ay, they get no credit for it. They are also aware of the fact, Mr. 
Chairman, that our part-time employees, and I refer not only to our 
career part-timers, but to our temporary part-time employees, whi 
get paid credit for 8 legal holidays, and that has been a source of 
considerable resentment ever since the Comptroller General made 
that ruling. I sincerely hope that your committee, Mr. Chairman, 
will give serious consideration to the approval of H.R. 5752 or a bill 
similar to it. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Thank you. 

Mr. Silvergleid, there is one statement you made about the exag- 
gerations concerning the estimated cost of the legislation. You have 
an estimate of the cost this morning in one statement insofar as the 
Post Office Department is concerned. 

Mr. Stiverciem. The Post Office Department ? 

Senator Yarsoroucu. I believe they estimated it would cost 
$3,900,000 a year. 

Mr. Stivercterw. $3,900,000 each holiday. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. That is right. 

Mr. Sriverciem. That was their estimate, Mr. Chairman, and 
I consider that to be grossly exaggerated. I know that, and this is 
my own personal experience, that when clerks work a legal holiday, 
and receive a day off within 30 working days, that there is very little 
covering time used to take the slack up. They actually absorb that 
time. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. You mean they do not hire extra help?! 

Mr. Stuverciew. They do not hire extra help. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Their day off is worked in the schedule/ 

Mr. Srivercier. It is practically absorbed entirely. There may be 
the use of some additional substitute time, but actually I have little. 
So that I think the figure is grossly exaggerated. . 

Incidentally, I believe Mr. Phillips, from the Budget, had esti- 
mated $6 million for the overall cost of each holiday, over on the 
House side, and that took into account the $3,900,000 of the Post 
Office figure, so that I believe the overall figure could be cut down 
considerably. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Harold Hughes, vice president, Columbia 
Typographical Union, No. 101. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD B. HUGHES, CHAIRMAN, GOVERNMENT 
PRINTING OFFICE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE OF COLUMBIA 
TYPOGRAPHICAL UNION, NO. 101 


Mr. Hueues. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Harold 
B. Hughes. I am an employee of the Government Printing Office, 
and appear as representative of approximately 1,500 printers at the 
Government Printing Office and other Government agencies. 

The Government employees I represent are heartily in favor of S. 
909, H.R. 5752, and similar bills to grant Federal employees a work- 
day off whenever a legal holiday falls on Saturday, or a nonworkday 
in lieu of oe 

In support of the passage of such legislation, let me call the atten- 
tion of the committee to the fact that, prior to 1953, printers came to 
Washington from all over the country with the undententing that 
26 days’ annual leave would be granted by the Federal Government. 
Then, some employees’ annual leave was cut to 13 days, others to 20 
days, and it was certainly not well received. This annual leave was 
an important factor in bringing our members to Washington—home 
ties were broken, but 26 days’ leave could mean an occasional trip back 
home to see the folks. 

In light of this cut in annual leave, it does not seem a bit improper 
to ask the Federal Government to allow its employees the eight holi- 
days rightfully expected every year. Favorable action on a bill to 
insure time off for all holidays could very well restore a portion of the 
confidence of the Federal employees who still consider themselves 
shortchanged by the cut in annual leave in 1953. 

The Government employees whom I represent in the Government 
Printing Office are considered to be in the legislative branch of the 
Government. We look to Congress for guidance and help in our 
problems. The Public Printer will not negotiate our conditions of 
employment, as provided by law, but invariably reminds our scale 
committee that we have eight paid holidays in addition to our annual 
leave. This year, let’s have eight paid holidays. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Mr. Hughes, there must be magic in the 
printed word, you have put so much into such a small space here. 

I want to ask you about this reduction since 1953 in the number of 
days of annual leave that would be granted by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

You say some employees’ annual leave was cut to 13 days and others 
to 20 days. Now, were all of the employees’ annual leave time cut? 

Mr. Hueues. Not all. For instance, I came in here in 1939, so I 
received 26 days a year until 1953, and then I was cut to 20 days until 
I had completed my 15 years. Now, printers who came here, or any 
Government employees in 1952, with the understanding they would 
receive 26 days, were cut to 13 days, for 3 years. 
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Senator Yarsoroucu. What is this based on; 13 days the first 3 
years they work there ? 

Mr. Hucues. That is right, and then 20 days for the next 15 years, 
and then it goes to 26 days. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Any questions by the minority ? 

Mr. Pascua... You are referring to the regular Classification Act 
for leave per year ? 

Mr. Hugues. That is right. f 

Mr. Pascua. All classified employees, not just printers? 

Mr. Hueues. All classified employees, not just the printers. 

Senator Yarsorovucn. Thank you, Mr. Hughes, for this statement. 

Are there any other witnesses, prospective witnesses in the audience 
who desire to present testimony on this whose names did not get on 
the list? That completes the official list of witnesses. 

It seems to me that our hearing is deficient in one respect. In re- 
checking these statements here, we do not find that the Government 
witnesses gave any estimate of the cost of this legislation. Mr. Silver- 
gleid stated that over in the House, they estimated that $6 million, 
and that is the only way that we have any estimate in now, is by the 
statement of what they did testify to in the House. ; 

I would suggest to the staff that they obtain that information by 
letter from the Government and place that in the record. And with 
that testimony and these other inserts, that will complete the hearing. 

With that the record will be closed. 

I want to thank all of you for the very efficient manner in which 
you have condensed your statements and given us the benefit of them 
in a minimum amount of time. We did not desire to rush you, but 
the Senate is in session now, and may be taking a record vote at any 
minute. 

Thank you very much for your indulgence and your attendance and 
for the thoroughness with which you presented your statements. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kern. Mr, Chairman, Mr. Vaux Owen, president of the Na- 
tional Federation of Federal Employees has asked that his statement 
be presented for inclusion in the record. 

Senator Yarsoroven. That will be printed. This completes the 
hearing. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF VAUX OWEN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Vaux Owen. I 
am president of the National Federation of Federal Employees. 

Our organization strongly supports the legislation which the subcommittee now 
has under consideration. 

We have reason to believe that there is substantial bipartisan support for 
this legislation. We also appreciate the fact that the chairmen of both the 
Senate and House Post Office and Civil Service Committees have evidenced their 
interest and support by introducing this legislation in their respective Houses of 
Congress. 

Our support for this legislation, and I am sure the support which has developed 
in both Houses of the Congress, is based on justice, logic, and a growing trend in 
business and industry. 

Making provision for the observance of national holidays on other than non- 
workdays is an increasingly general practice, and the trend is mounting. 
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At the same time, it should be noted that Federal employees are granted 
eight of the national holidays each year by law. By no yardstick can this num- 
per of holidays—each one of which is of vital significance—be considered ex- 
cessive. On the contrary, these are what can-properly be regarded as the basic 
days of national observance, and they are relatively few in number. 

However, as in 1959 for example, both Memorial Day, May 30, and Independ- 
ence Day, July 4, fall on a Saturday, which is a nonworkday for the majority 
of all Federal employees. 

What this means is that, despite the provisions of law, these employees will 
lose that holiday time. 

I should like to call attention to the fact also in this general connection that 
the leave privileges of Federal employees over the years have been generally 
curtailed rather than extended. This is exactly contrary to the trend that has 
been going on, and continues, in progressive business and industry. As a result, 
the whole question of leave—to a part of which present legislation is directed in 
a remedial way—has created a serious morale problem in the Federal service. 
It is one of the factors that has made it more and more difficult for the Federal 
Government both to recruit and to hold employees in many important categories 
of employment. 

It is the view of the National Federation of Federal Employees that this legis- 
lation represents a constructive approach to that one aspect of the problem to- 
ward which it is directed. It simply protects Federal employees from a further 
reduction of their leave privileges in those years—such as the present one— 
when any of the eight national holidays happens to occur on a Saturday. In 
that ease, the preceding Friday would be observed by Federal employees. 

For the record, I should like to quote as follows the text of the resolution 
adopted on this subject by the national convention of the National Federation of 
Federal Employees which was held in Kansas City, Mo., in September 1958: 

“Whereas Federal employees are granted eight of the national holidays each 
year by public law ; and 

“Whereas when a national holiday falls on a Sunday, the following Monday 
is observed as a holiday ; and 

“Whereas when a national holiday falls on a Saturday the same provision 
should be made as now provided for a national holiday falling on a Sunday; now 
therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the National Federation of Federal Employees sponsor and 
support the passage of legislation to correct this inequity by providing that 
when a national holiday falls on a Saturday it will be observed by Federal em- 
ployees on the preceding Friday.” 

It is plain that by every test of fairness and logic the action called for by the 
present legislation should be taken. Its enactment would correct an inequity 
which has persisted for too long a time. It is our strong conviction that such 
action would have a very stimulating morale effect throughout the Federal serv- 
ice, and that this salutary result would far outweigh any possible theoretical 
monetary cost to the Government. 

It may be noted also that in any event certain essential services of the Federal 
Government, which must by their inherent nature continue on a 24-hours a day, 
7-days a week basis, of course, would not be curtailed in any way by this legis- 
lation. 

For these reasons, and others which might be adduced, the National Federation 
of Federal Employees strongly urges favorable action by this subcommittee. 

It is our hope that action will be taken in both Houses to implement the legis- 
lation in time for the observance of Memorial Day and Independence Day this 
year. 

Speaking on behalf of the independent National Federation of Federal Em- 
ployees—the largest and oldest general organization of Federal employees in the 
United States—I wish to express our appreciation to the subcommittee for its 
interest in this matter and for the opportunity of presenting our views at this 
time. 
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(The subcommittee received, in response to a request, the following 
communication from the Bureau of the Budget :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 28, 1959. 
Hon. RatpH W. YaARBorovuGH, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Civil Service, Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for information 
regarding the cost of S. 909, relating to the observance of holidays occurring on 
Saturday. 

We estimate that the cost of legislation, establishing the preceding Friday 
as a_ holiday in lieu of the corresponding calendar holiday when it falls on 
Saturday, would be in the order of magnitude of $6 million for each such holiday, 
on a Government-wide basis. There will be about 35 such situations in the next 
40 years. This estimate reflects the cost of premium pay or compensatory time 
off for employees whose duties require their working on the day in question. 
While we are aware of the provision of S. 909 requiring that “whenever a holiday 
falls on a Saturday, Federal offices and establishments shall be closed to public 
business on the preceding Friday,” it seems apparent that some essential work 
would need to be performed and that the estimate of $6 million is probably valid 
for S. 909. 

The $6 million estimate does not involve any evaluation of the effect on annual 
work output of the additional day off for the approximately 2 million Govern- 
ment employees affected. The payroll cost of all Federal employees is about 
$50 million per day. Difficulty in forecasting the impact of the holiday on leave 
taking, on work output before or after the holiday, on workloads, and on em- 
ployee morale, precludes estimating this aspect of the cost of the holiday. How- 
ever, it appears reasonable to assume that some cost to the Government would 
ensue above and beyond the $6 million. 


We trust the foregoing will be of benefit in your consideration of this legisla- 
tion. 


Sincerely yours, 


Puiu S. Hueues, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


(Whereupon, at 11 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 
x 








